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Abstract 
Along with globalisation, cultural identity has become a central interest of study. As 
people create and engage in new forms of transnational social activities, identities are 
seen to be transforming and giving rise to so-called cultural hybrids. This study focuses 
on the identity construction of a group of individuals that self-identify as ‘half-Danish’. 
The data has been collected by conducting a focus group interview, and analysed 
according to the concepts of positioning theory. Individuals are seen to adopt and ascribe 
others certain positions that are available to them through discourse, and form identities 
accordingly. As conceptual tools, the works on social identity by Richard Jenkins and 
cultural identity by Stuart Hall are applied. Moreover, the notion of culture is critically 
reflected upon in lines with recent research on interculturality. The analysis shows that 
individuals in interaction engage in ongoing identity construction and negotiation of 
belongings. These identifications are dynamic and multi-dimensional, which suggests 
that the cultural identities of individuals in the contemporary world, must be understood 
in terms that go beyond ethnicity and citizenship. 
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Introduction 
 
“Where are you from?” is a question many of us are used to ask and answer to when we 
meet someone new. Depending on the knowledge we have of each other, we might say; 
“I’m from Copenhagen”, “I was born in Greece” or “I’m Finnish”. As an effect of 
globalisation, we meet people from different parts of the world on a daily basis, and as 
with all interpersonal encounters, there is always an attempt to get to know the other, or 
in other words; what their ‘identity’ is. Asking “where are you from?” is implicitly 
asking “who are you?”.  In the same process, we define our own identity. We cannot 
know who someone is unless we know who we are in relation to them. This can be seen 
as an essential dynamic in identity construction, as identities never exist in isolation from 
others. Consequently, the question “where are you from?” comes to implicitly entail the 
question “who am I?” 
 
When we present ourselves as Danish, Greek or Finnish, we draw on an aspect of our 
identity that is bound to our nationality, that is, our national identity. In a globalised 
world, nationality remains one of the primary sources of identification, since it often 
thought of and presented as a fundamental part of who we are (Hall, 1996b:611-612). As 
nationality can be argued to be an external categorisation, national identity can be seen as 
also an internal identification with a community.  National identity is first and foremost 
an identification with a distinctive national culture, a system of representation that 
determines what is to be seen as ‘Danish’, ‘Greek’ or ‘Finnish’, and who is to be included 
in these categories. The nation-state is therefore not only a political system to which we 
legally belong, or a geographical location into which we are born or where we live. In a 
globalised world, it becomes more evident that these nations are, so to say, “imagined 
communities”, that have been historically constructed through narratives of a distinct and 
unified people (Anderson, 1983 as cited in Hall, 1996b:613). 
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One of the most obvious effects of globalisation is that it facilitates international mobility 
and communication, and generates new kinds of interpersonal relationships. Some 
international encounters naturally turn into intimate relationships and the formation of 
multinational families. However once one has moved, a detachment from the country of 
origin is no longer implicated. Instead, people and families engage in transnational 
activities, building new social fields that connect multiple societies and national cultures. 
Consequently, the children of these families would no longer be able to unequivocally 
answer the question “where are you from?”, when it indicates belonging to one national 
culture. A common way of presenting oneself as the child of a multinational family is 
‘being half-half’, as in ‘half-Greek’ or ‘half-Danish’. 
 
This study focuses on a group of four young adults, that differ in terms of several aspects, 
such as their nationalities, gender, and personal histories, but who all identify themselves 
as 'half-Danish'. Even though being a part of what could be seen as a generation of 
“global citizens”, and nationality constituting only one of many simultaneous cultural 
identifications, national identities remain significant in the way people define and present 
themselves, as parts of seemingly unified national cultures. Therefore ‘half-Danishness’ 
can be seen as an aspect of identity, that derives from a simultaneous belonging to two 
such “imagined communities”, in a situation where national identity is made more 
relevant than other aspects of cultural identity. 
 
The focus of this study is therefore to look into how the idea of ‘Danishness’, as one of 
the two aspects of the national identity, which constitute what is presented as a 'half-
Danish' identity, is manifested and reproduced in interaction. ‘Half-Danishness’ is 
approached as a national identity that partly drawn from representations of ‘Danishness’, 
is cross-contextually constructed as one principal cultural identification. In other words, 
we seek to investigate how representations of ‘Danishness’ or ‘un-Danishness’ are 
constructed and negotiated, in a world of cultural complexity and multiple belongings. 
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Our case might reveal the problematic aspects of defining ‘Danishness’ or a unified 
‘Danish culture’,  in a world of globalisation and assumed cultural homogenisation where 
people are divided in numerous other ways. As we can see, along with contemporary 
phenomena of migration and subsequent questions of integration, national identities are 
becoming increasingly relevant, as debates tend to be biased by unreflective use of these 
notions. An understanding of the complex and hybrid nature of cultural identities in a 
postmodern globalising society might be beneficial for solving present and future 
challenges of globalisation. 
 
Problem area 
 
The term ‘intercultural’, implies a position ‘between cultures’. The question is; how can 
we define one culture, as separated from another culture, between which an individual 
can be positioned, without stagnating into essentialism?  
 
The paradoxical proposition that Dervin calls a “Janusian approach to the intercultural”, 
and that refers to “a double-faced approach that reduces people to a (national) culture 
but at the same time claims that they have multiple and complex identities” (Dervin & 
Risager, 2015:3), describes aptly the initial purpose of our study. Based on studies we 
initially read on biculturalism, where bicultural individuals are treated as people who 
make their dual cultural identities part of their nature, we presumed that individuals who 
had been raised by parents of different national/ethnic backgrounds, displayed an identity 
that could be concerned ‘bicultural’. 
 
For instance, the social psychologists Benet-Martinez and Haritatos (2005) are interested 
in questions of how biculturals negotiate their multiple cultural identities. The purpose of 
their paper is to investigate the differences of how these individuals construct and 
integrate their cultural identities and how these relate to psychological aspects such as the 
nature of personality. Thus, we originally assumed,  that due to their multiple national 
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identities, our participants would display a bicultural identity by positioning themselves 
“in between” two national cultures. 
However, we soon realised that our presupposition of ‘culture’, as determining the 
‘cultural identity’ of an individual, furthermore carelessly used along other terms such as 
‘ethnicity’ and ‘nationality’, as well as being reduced to a specific country, inflicted such 
a contradiction. This called for a different understanding of identities. 
 
The adopted theoretical framework provides an understanding of identity as ‘done’ in 
interaction rather than simply possessed and displayed. Accordingly, culture is 
approached as socially constructed in the dynamic relationship between the individual 
and the collective. Applying concepts from positioning theory provides an insight into 
how individuals as subjects of cultural storylines construct identities through practices of 
positioning. This framework around culture and identity is what has led to our purpose 
statement, problem definition and the working questions as they follow. 
 
The purpose of the project is to find out how the focus group participants are 
reconstructing the category ‘half-Danish’ and thus, presenting it as their identity across 
different contexts. The aim of tracing these different representations, and their relation to 
other cultural dimensions of identity, is to find patterns which might reveal such 
relational or hybrid identifications that the participants present as a ‘half-Danish’ identity, 
hence discussing whether this category is at all relevant, with respect to the question of 
interculturality. 
 
Problem definition 
 
Being ‘bicultural’ is still a reality for individuals in the sense that the term and its 
implications are very much present in everyday talk. This is evident in our case study, as 
the participants recurrently presented themselves as ‘half-Danish’. ‘Half-Danishness’ 
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thus becomes a commonly produced aspect of identity, that implies being only partly 
‘Danish’, and partly something else that can be seen as ‘non-Danish’. 
 
Knowing that ‘half-Danishness’ is merely a social construction, it is evident that the 
meaning of the notion solely depends on the one who is defining it. However, whether it 
actually is ‘real’ or not, it is real in the sense that it is what our participants present as 
their identity. Therefore, our interest is not in defining ‘half-Danishness’, but in how it, as 
a presented identity, is constructed. 
 
Research question 
How is the category ‘half-Danish’ constructed and negotiated in interactions with and 
between individuals that self-identify as bicultural, and is this category relevant at all, 
with respect to the question of interculturality? 
 
Working questions 
 How do the participants construct what they present as a half-Danish national 
identity? 
 When is belonging to a Danish national culture made more explicit than other 
cultural identifications? 
 What representations or ideas of Danishness are in play when the participants 
position themselves as members of different cultures? 
 
In relation to the theory of science, the project will adopt a social constructionist 
approach. Hence, we have chosen to understand the concepts; identity, positions, culture 
and discourse, as socially constructed products. 
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Theory of Science  
 
Social constructionism 
 
According to Vivien Burr (2003), there is no single description that is adequate to 
describe all the different kinds of writers who are referred to as social constructionists 
(Burr, 2003:2-3). However, generally the social constructionist approach follows an anti-
essentialist view, which means adopting a critical approach to seeing knowledge as an 
objective truth. Hence, the social world and the persons in it have no predetermined 
nature, as they are products of social processes (ibid:5). Moreover, the approach opposes 
the way traditional psychology views identity as a fixed inner core or essence (ibid; 
Jørgensen & Phillips 1999:14).  
 
Social constructionism views knowledge as constructed through all kinds of social 
interaction. Particularly language is seen as a great field of interest. It is in these practices 
that a shared version of the ‘truth’ is constructed, and it is here what we see as knowledge 
is negotiated and constructed through current mutually accepted ways of understanding 
the world (Burr, 2003:4). According to Burr, the way we understand the world depends 
upon when and where in the world we live or have lived. Therefore, there are numerous 
possible social constructions of the world, that have been produced by people in the past 
and are being reproduced everyday. Hence, the categories and concepts we draw upon in 
everyday life are historically and culturally specific, and mark what is acceptable to do 
(ibid:3-4). 
 
The macro and the micro level 
 
Macro social constructionists, according to Burr, acknowledge the constructive power of 
language, but see it as derived from social structures, relations and practices. The concept 
of power is therefore at the heart of this approach (Burr, 2003:22). On the contrary, micro 
social constructionism focuses upon the microstructures of language use in interaction 
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(ibid:21). However, Burr emphasizes that the macro and micro are not mutually 
exclusive, thus can be combined (ibid:22). In connection to this, we take a micro-
conversational approach to identity. The patterns of discourse and positionings identified 
in our data derive from the micro practices of a group interaction. 
 
What is discourse? 
 
Language is closely connected to this, since it provides the ground for all thought. It 
offers a range of categories connected to meanings, which then form individuals and the 
‘truth’ of the world (Burr, 2003:62), and thus what is to be regarded to ‘make sense’, and 
be ‘possible’ or ‘normative’. Discursive psychologists emphasise on the performative 
nature of language, therefore they study how and what accounts are constructed in 
interaction, within which people draw upon a shared system of meanings. Discursive 
psychology also points out the importance of language as “a cultural resource” and the 
free action of speakers to draw upon it (ibid:63). In contrast, macro social constructionists 
state that the forms of language actually limit, or influence the ways we act, think and 
feel. So, in this sense discourse is not only about language, it is about practice (ibid). This 
approach on discourse is built upon Michel Foucault, who views discourses as “[..] 
‘practices which form the object of which they speak.” (cited in Burr, 2003:64).  
 
In this study, in order to emphasise the relevance of positioning theory to issues within 
the field of cultural studies, we have chosen to work from Hall’s conceptualisation of 
discourse. Hall’s work is based on the concept of representation, thus he argues that the 
subject articulates the world in which it lives, in a specific ways. He argues that this is 
very similar to the Foucauldian concept of discourse mentioned above (Hall, 1996a:201). 
 
However, according to Hall, discourse must be seen as a system of statements, which can 
provide a language for representing specific facts about an object, thus deciding what is 
seen as meaningful, and thereby dividing objects into categories (Hall, 2002a:16-18; Hall, 
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1996a: 201-203). He emphasises that identification is constructed from recognising 
common origin or shared characteristics with a group or person, hence identification is a 
never ending process, which is dependent on the assumption of others (Hall & Du Gay, 
1996:2-3).   
Thereby, Hall argues that cultural identities are constructed within discourses and thus 
have to be understood in a specific historical and institutional context (Hall & Du Gay, 
1996:5). The representations become cultural representations through language, since the 
interaction between subjects allows a form of reciprocity or recognition of each other's 
representation systems. Thus, the interaction can only be meaningful, if the subjects are 
sharing the same system. This process, is what Hall argues to be “the foundation of 
culture” (Hall, 2002a: 17-18). The meaning constructed within this representation system 
is established through difference, such as antagonistic categories like ‘Danish’ and ‘non-
Danish’, which according to Hall serve the purpose of eliminating misunderstanding and 
maintain cultural boundaries (Hall 2002b: 233-235). 
 
Theoretical Framework 
 
In order to grasp the concepts of identity, collectivity and culture, and how these can be 
studied in interaction, a set of sociological and social psychological theories will be 
outlined here.  
Identity has been widely studied in the field of humanities and social science, and 
especially within the field of psychology. Traditionally, the human identity has been 
conceptualised as consisting of a fundamental ‘inner core’, a personal identity as 
separated from the aspects of the self which are bound to the social relations of the 
individual, the social identity. However, it has become more accepted that the individual 
and the collective cannot be separated, and that the two are to be seen as ultimately 
connected. This perspective will be applied by using sociologist Richard Jenkins’ work 
on social identity. Furthermore, as our research interest lies within aspects of identity that 
are connected to belonging to distinct national and ethnic groups in a global postmodern 
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world, we will apply the concepts of cultural and national identity as theorised by 
sociologist Stuart Hall. We will also introduce a developing paradigm within studies on 
interculturality, which further emphasises a social constructionist approach to cultural 
identities and intercultural interaction. Finally, we will introduce Positioning Theory as a 
discourse-based approach on how individuals as subjects of broader cultural storylines or 
discourses, position themselves and others and accordingly construct identities.  
 
Identity from a social constructionist point of view (general overview) 
 
Briefly stated, identity can be characterised as a way for us humans to know who other 
people are and what other people think of us. It involves the classification of the human 
world, and it indicates the order of it, as well as the position we have within it as 
individuals or members of groups (Jenkins, 2014:6). Since we have decided to approach 
identity from a social constructionist perspective, we see the self as constructed through 
interaction and identification occurring within this practice. 
 
Jenkins (2014) states that identities should be perceived as open-ended processes, and 
never as fixed entities (Jenkins, 2014:18). Identity is traditionally simplified in research 
and everyday talk, in the sense that it is being presented as something one has. However, 
Jenkins claims that identification is the process of this, it is rather something one does 
(ibid:6). It is a cognitive system that offers the resources used by humans to define who 
they are and who others are (ibid:14). 
 
Thus, the process of identification involves both self-identification and categorisation. 
The way groups are categorised, and the way individuals are categorised within these 
groups, is an important aspect that needs to be considered when talking about identity. 
Jenkins argues that even though identities are characteristics of embodied individuals, 
they are also collectively composed, while“[..] the collective and the individual occupy 
the same space” in the process of identification (Jenkins, 2014:48). Moreover, since 
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identifying ourselves and others includes meaning-making and meaning involves 
interaction, a process of negotiation and communication, as Jenkins argues, all identities 
should always be viewed as social identities (ibid:18). 
 
Furthermore, identification occurs not only in differentiation from others but also in 
association with them (Jenkins, 2014:22-23). Similarity is then intertwined with 
difference, since we are who we are because ‘we’ are not who ‘they’ are. For instance, 
people in one group recognise their common characteristics, but they are also aware of 
the other groups or categories from which they differ (ibid:25). In regards to collective 
identification, people identify with each other by having something “intersubjectively 
significant in common” (ibid:104), while in order for them to create membership, they 
also create boundaries that mark anything that does not belong within it (ibid:105). This 
is particularly interesting, since it indicates that collective identifications constitute our 
personal identities. As individuals we perceive our identity to be a personal construct 
forgetting that a significant part of who we are derives from our identification with 
groups, and that even our most subjective self-conceptions are in relation to a social 
Other. This point is highly relevant in our study, since we see cultural identification as a 
matter of belonging, which entails both psychological and social realms. Individuals 
choose, display and perform identities that are available to them, while they also actively 
construct, or ‘do’ them by establishing relations to others. 
 
The understanding of the social world 
 
The social world should be understood, as suggested by Jenkins (2014), as constitutive of 
three orders, the individual order, the interaction order, and the institutional order 
(Jenkins, 2014:41-42). It is impossible to look into one without referring to the others 
since:“The three orders are simultaneous and occupy the same space, intersubjectively 
and physically” (ibid:42).  Individual identities are generally perceived to be 
unchangeable parts of the self. However, as Jenkins states they cannot be seen separate 
from the world and others, since the way we identify ourselves is closely linked to how 
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we are seen by others (ibid:42). This is further upheld, if we consider how the human 
mind works. The ‘mind’ is interactional and not autonomous, which means that the 
identification cannot only be achieved through what is going on in our minds but also 
through the interaction with others (Mead as cited in Jenkins, 2014:43). This aspect of 
identification is highly relevant, if we consider how self-identification influences the 
ways we see ourselves, so much that we also perceive it to be the only dimension of our 
identity formation. This is what Jenkins refers to as the individual order. 
 
Identities, however, ought to be verified by others. Individuals identify themselves in an 
interplay between the self image and the public image, but they also identify others and 
are identified by them (Jenkins, 2014:44). Simply said, this is what Jenkins refers to as 
the interaction order. In this process, institutions have also a great influence on identity 
formation. They display a framework of ‘how things are done’ and are a combination of 
both the individual and the collective (ibid:47). These institutions can also be called 
organisations - the organised groups that offer membership positions, which grant 
specific individual identities. 
 
Classification is linked to this point since in order for people to be classified, categories 
and positions come into play (Jenkins, 2014:47). As Jenkins states “The classification of 
populations as a practice of state and other agencies is powerfully constitutive both of 
institutions and of the interactional experience of individuals.” (ibid:49). The 
institutional process is then responsible for the distribution of positions to persons, which 
leads to people being identified in certain ways (ibid:47). In other words the institutional 
order is a “[..]network of identities (positions) and of routinised practices for allocating 
positions (identities) to individuals.” (ibid:48). 
 
Legal membership can also be seen as a practice of the state, since it can allocate 
positions and ascribe fixed identities, such as the national ones. National identities remain 
strong in the identification process of individuals, in regards to citizenship and citizen 
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rights (Hall, 1996b:616,620). However, Hall argues that being a part of a nation is more 
than a legal entitlement to the state, since it also provides individuals with the sense of 
belonging to a national culture by creating an illusion of similarity within the national 
community that absorbs the various internal divisions (ibid:616-617). This creates, as 
Gellner (1983) argues "[..] reasonably homogeneous cultures, each with its own political 
roof" (cited in Hall, 1996b:616). These three orders can provide us with an understanding 
of how identities are produced in the interplay between the individual, the social and the 
institutional.  
 
Group identification and categorization 
 
When talking about national identities, it is relevant to distinguish between groups and 
categories, since they can be argued to be constructed through both internal and external 
categorisation. A collectivity can be described as a group or a category based on how it is 
defined. A collectivity that is mutually recognised by its members, such as the nation, can 
be defined as a group, while a category can be defined by anyone by any criterion 
(Jenkins, 2014:106). The differentiation between groups and categories reflect “[..] the 
interactional processes, external and internal moments of collective identification”: 
group identification and categorisation (ibid:107-108).  
Group identity is the result of collective internal definition. We identify in terms of 
similarity and difference and during this procedure, we form group identities (Jenkins, 
2014:107), in a process of which “[..] members of a group signal to fellow group 
members or others a self-definition of who they are, their identity” (Jenkins, 2012:55). 
On the contrary, categorisation is a process of collective external definition of others. 
Since our knowledge of other human beings can to a certain extent be limited, the 
possibility to place them as part of already known categories help to know what to 
anticipate (Jenkins, 2014:107). External definition can also be seen as a validation of the 
internal definition (Jenkins, 2012:54). 
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We might be aware that we are categorised in some respect, but not entirely knowing 
what that means (Jenkins, 2014:110). In order for a category to be seen as a group, its 
members must be mutually and consciously recognised. For example, the birth of the 
working class was a process firstly of categorisation by socialists and activists as well as 
capitalists and the state, and once its members recognised themselves as part of this class, 
it became a group (ibid:112). We believe that the investigation of categorisation and 
group identification in the analysis of our data can bring into light if and how individuals 
identify themselves as part of certain groups in terms of culture, either within that 
specific discussion, or within the greater social framework. 
 
Collectivities and the relation to ethnicity 
 
Whereas the notion of the ‘individual’ is fairly easy to understand, the ‘collectivity’ is far 
more complex. From a sociological point of view, collectivity is viewed as “ [..] a 
plurality of individuals who either see themselves as similar or have in common similar 
behaviour and circumstances” (Jenkins, 2014:105). 
For instance, ethnicity can be perceived as a collective identity. As Jenkins argues, 
ethnicity involves shared meanings, what is otherwise called ‘culture’, which is 
externalised in interaction (Jenkins, 2012:14). He states that the notion of culture is rather 
vague and it is merely used in everyday talk to refer to other vague notions. In their 
attempt to treat ethnicity (and culture) as concrete notions, researchers tend to refer to 
them as ‘something’ people have and belong to. However, they should be seen as 
“[..]complex repertoires which people experience, use, learn and ‘do’ in their daily lives, 
within which they construct an ongoing sense of themselves and an understanding of 
their fellows” (ibid:15). Thus, ethnicity should also be seen as a process of identification, 
and even though it is viewed as a primary identity, primary identification is based on 
interaction as well (ibid:48). 
From this perspective, the shared meanings Jenkins refers to, can be perceived as 
knowledge of what is acceptable, normative, desirable, etc., and accordingly, how we are 
supposed to think, feel and act. Similarly, Hall states: ”[..]We are able to communicate 
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because we share broadly the same conceptual maps and thus make sense of or interpret 
the world in roughly similar ways. That is indeed what it means when we say that we 
'belong to the same culture'.”(Hall 2002a: 4). ‘Danishness’ in this study, can also be seen 
as the complex system of meanings from which people draw upon. It is what individuals 
experience and act upon in everyday life. Therefore, ethnicity just like cultural identity, 
provide the tools for people to make sense of the world, in order to be able to identify 
themselves and categorise others. We see this understanding of ethnicity to be closely 
related to the way Hall refers to ethnicity as an aspect of cultural identity. This can build 
the basis for our argument of ‘Danishness’ as a set of representations. 
 
What is cultural identity? 
 
Cultural identity has been theorised by the English sociologist Stuart Hall (Hall, 1996b, 
Hall and du Gay, 1996). By cultural identity, he refers to “[..]those aspects of our 
identities which arise from our “belonging” to distinctive ethnic, racial, linguistic, 
religious, and, above all, national cultures” (Hall, 1996b:596). He highlights that cultural 
identities are historically situated, as people in all times have belonged to communities, 
regions, religions, and tribes. One can see how cultural identities have changed over time, 
and how along with societal developments of modernity and the rise of nation-states, 
national identities have come to be more dominant (ibid:612). 
 
According to Hall (1996b), national cultures are one of the primary sources of cultural 
identity in the modern world (Hall, 1996b:611). Whom we present ourselves to be 
usually involves the countries in which we were born and where our ‘roots’ are. National 
identity is obviously not, as Hall points out, literally imprinted in our genes, but they are 
often thought of and presented as if they were parts of our essential natures (ibid:612). 
The national culture is thus a dominant discourse from which people draw on meanings 
and that creates a social world that is divided in seemingly ‘natural’ nationalities 
(ibid:613). 
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This is, according to Hall (1996b), due to the fact that national cultures historically and 
collectively have created cultural representations that dominate the way people talk about 
themselves and others. Hall claims that: “We only know what it is to be “English” 
because of the way “Englishness” has come to be represented, as a set of meanings, by 
English national culture” (Hall, 1996b:612). These representations of ‘Englishness’, as 
those of ‘Danishness’, ‘Greek-ness’ and ‘Finnish-ness’, are what we draw upon when we 
determine which people, things and behaviours are typically ‘English’, ‘Danish’, ‘Greek’ 
or ‘Finnish’. 
 
The nation is not only a political entity but also a “system of cultural representation” 
(Hall, 1996b:612). It is first and foremost a symbolic community that is based on an idea 
of united people. This is what Benedict Anderson (1983) means by nations as “imagined 
communities” (ibid:613). National identity is thus constructed by a national culture, by 
producing meanings about a nation with which people can identify. The “imagined 
community” is an idea of a heritage, a narrative, that is constituted of memories from the 
past, the desire to live together and perpetuation of the heritage. In other words, the 
narrative of ‘The Nation’, is based on traditions, myths about a foundation reflected in a 
common history, and the idea of a pure original people. It presents the nation as a 
territory ‘owned’ by this people, that has always ‘been there’, and that should continue as 
it has been (ibid:613-616). 
 
The national culture remains a strong source of identification in the postmodern world. 
Despite drastic internal divisions in terms of age, class, gender and race etc., the national 
culture serves as a unifying source of cultural identity for its members. According to Hall 
(1996b), national identity “[..] seeks to unify them [the members] into one cultural 
identity, to represent them all as belonging to the same great national family.” (ibid:616). 
This is, according to Hall, a matter of cultural power, that historically has involved 
forcible suppression of cultural difference, supremacy of certain subgroups, and cultural 
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hegemony over colonised countries. In light of this, the Danish history of colonialism and 
colonialist discourses of ‘us and them’ can be assumed to have an impact on 
contemporary national representations of ‘Danishness’, and who are to be included or 
excluded from this. Hall argues that it is necessary to see beyond this imagined unity of 
the national culture, and instead “[..] think of them [national cultures] as constituting a 
discursive device which represents difference as unity or identity.” (ibid:617) 
 
How does globalisation affect national identities? 
 
One of the impacts that globalisation has been argued to have on identities is that of 
cultural homogenisation (Hall, 1996b:622). Briefly, it means that in a world of increased 
interconnectedness, where “[..]cultures are thrown into intense and immediate contact 
with each other[..]” (ibid), strong cultural identities like those of nationality and 
ethnicity, are breaking down into on the one hand more universal, and on the other hand 
more particularistic identities. In a global postmodern world, it is to a greater extent 
possible to identify with something beyond a nation-state. Even though national identities 
remain strong, other local and global identities have become more significant. These new 
cultural identities can be seen to operate across the borders of the national culture, above 
or below the level of the nation-state (ibid:621). In other words, we are not only Danish, 
Greek or Finnish, but also “consumers”, “city dwellers” and “students”. These 
identifications are not ‘fixed’ but appear free-floating, as they become detached from 
both time and space (ibid:622). This is what Hall refers to when he claims that national 
identities, that previously have been relatively fixed, are dislocating due to globalisation 
(ibid:619). 
 
However, globalisation does not imply that national identities are disappearing, but rather 
that it gives rise to new forms of identities. When talking about national identities and 
other cultural identities, it is important to bear in mind the tension between the global and 
the local. According to Hall (1996b) the tension has always been there, since people of 
different nationalities always have been a part of a universal ‘humanity’ (Hall, 
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1996b:623). Global cultural homogenisation can be seen to have both an erosive and a 
strengthening effect on local national identities, as well as to replace national identities 
with new forms of hybrid identities (ibid:619). As Hall stresses, globalisation is unlikely 
to destroy national identities, but more likely to produce new, (both new local and new 
global), identifications (ibid:624). 
 
Researching interculturality 
 
When researching cultural identity it is important to keep in mind the complex 
relationship between the individual and the collective. An emerging paradigm in research 
on cultural identities is the Interculturality paradigm, which “seeks to interpret how 
participants make (aspects of) cultural identities relevant or irrelevant to interactions 
through the interplay of self-orientation and ascription-by-others and the interplay of 
language use and social-cultural identities.” (Hua, 2015:110). 
 
The core issue behind interculturality is the way many studies of intercultural 
communication previously have taken cultural differences as given in interactions 
between individuals of differing cultural backgrounds. When cultural memberships 
furthermore tend to be reduced to national cultures, there is a great risk of falling into 
cultural essentialism and overgeneralisation (Hua, 2015: 110). The problem can be 
illustrated as stated by Scollon et al. (2014): 
 
“How does a researcher isolate a situation to study as “intercultural communication” in 
the first place? If you start picking a conversation between an “American” and a 
“Chinese”, you have started by presupposing that “Americans” and “Chinese” will be 
different from each other, that this difference is significant, and that this difference is the 
most important and defining aspect of that social situation.” (as cited in Hua, 2015:109). 
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Due to globalisation, there has been a change in the conception of ‘culture’ in various 
fields of cultural studies, where the dynamic relationship between the individual and the 
community has been increasingly noticed. Whereas culture in the past was viewed as an 
essence that seamlessly binds a group of people together, nowadays it is more associated 
with heterogeneity and multivocality (van Meijl, 2010:63). In the same terms of anti-
essentialism, the understanding of persons in cultures have developed towards 
more“[..]dynamic dimensions of symbolic, socio-cultural and political processes.” (ibid). 
As van Meijl states, reformulations of the concept of identity involve a shift from “the 
private and fixed to the public and variable.” (ibid). 
 
Cultures can thus no longer be seen as isolated systems of meaning, bound to specific 
territories, ethnicities or language. It has become accepted that race, ethnicity, nation, 
language, gender, age, and social class, etc., must be seen as parts of complex power 
relations that interplay in the constitution of what we conceptualise as ‘culture’. For 
researchers within these disciplinary fields, it entails a greater awareness of the complex 
dynamics of local and global contexts. (Dervin & Risager, 2015:2) 
 
Accordingly, notions of ethnicity must be used with caution. The understanding of 
ethnicity in research has developed from being an essential, natural and static 
characteristic of people towards increased instrumentalism and situationalism, as people 
are seen to have more agency in how they choose and identify according to the situation. 
(Wimmer, 2013 as cited in Dervin & Risager, 2015:8).  
 
As it is now argued that individuals, in positions of ‘intersubjectivity’ co-construct 
identities with other people (Dervin & Risager, 2015:8), instead of approaching an 
interaction as pre supposedly “intercultural”, the Interculturality paradigm investigates 
how this “interculturality” is constructed, or “done” in an interaction. Cultural 
memberships are thus seen as situational products of interaction, rather than pre-existing 
aspects of identity. As Dervin and Risager (2015) stress, every act of interaction is 
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inevitably intercultural, since interaction can be seen as an “interplay of perspectives”. 
(ibid:4-5). Furthermore, drawing on Hannerz’s (1992, 1996) perspective, Risager states: 
 
“[..] all culture should be seen as meaning produced in the course of people’s verbal and 
non-verbal interaction. When culture is seen as dynamic meaning, it is seen as inherently 
fluid, shifting and perspectival, that is: always ‘intercultural’.”(Dervin & Risager, 
2015:5). 
 
Conclusion and connection to ‘Danishness’ 
 
National identities are thus in a global postmodern world less bound to geographical 
territories or citizenship. But as cultural homogenisation also operates on a local level, 
not only eroding but also strengthening national identities, the national culture remains 
relevant for the question of cultural identity. The question of cultural identity connects to 
our question of ‘Danishness’ and how representations of it are constructed. Danish 
cultural identity is bound to the nation-state of Denmark, that however is more than 
simply a country or a political entity. ‘Danish culture’ is a system of symbols and 
representations, a discourse that people draw on and reproduce when presenting 
‘Danishness’ as an essential part of their identity.  
 
National identity is not only external categorisation by the practices of the nation-state, 
but internal group identification, as identification with a Danish culture means 
identifying with an “imagined community”, that historically has been built upon a 
narrative of a shared history, and presented as “a unified people” despite various internal 
divisions regarding age, gender, class, etc. In times of a globalising world it is important 
to go beyond the nation-state when talking about culture and persons in cultures, and to 
consider the numerous dimensions of hybrid cultural belongings that arise on levels 
above, below and across the national culture. In line with the Interculturality paradigm it 
is possible to go even further by arguing that every interaction where different 
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perspectives interplay can be seen as ‘intercultural’, and thus cultural identity as a term 
should include all the multi-layered belongings that are made relevant in an interaction. 
 
Thus, in order to reify the process of identification and look into how identity occurs in 
interaction, we have chosen to use positioning theory as a tool that will help us reveal 
aspects of the social world as understood by the participants. The positions taken by the 
participants of our study, can reveal the ways they perceive their identity and how this is 
connected to representations of Danishness and the discourses used to describe 
themselves and others. 
 
What can positioning tell us about identity? 
 
In general terms, positioning theory was created with the aim to help in the psychological 
study of intergroup relations (Tan & Moghaddam, 1999:193). The term ‘position’ is a 
concept that can be seen as replacing the previously used concept of ‘social role’, as 
positions are seen more dynamic in the way they change as conversations proceed and 
new storylines unfold (Davies & Harré, 1999:42). A central point of positioning theory is 
that positioning always is reciprocal, and the basic process of identity negotiation. Within 
a conversation, the interlocutors position others, while also positioning themselves, in 
relation to specific storylines, which can be seen as lived narratives (ibid: 41). In a 
conversation, interlocutors bring in their own subjective lived histories to the narratives 
with which they are familiar and in which they locate themselves (ibid). The narratives 
draw on knowledge of social structures, and the rights and obligations connected to the 
“characters”, or positions, within those narratives (ibid:42). In that sense, the narratives 
can be seen to operate on a broader cultural level as discourses, that make certain subject 
positions (or identities) available for the individuals to inhabit (ibid: 43). The act of 
positioning, and the negotiation that follows, implies consequences for the discourses that 
unfold and the identities that are produced in that interactional context (ibid). 
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According to positioning theory, conversations and symbolic exchanges can be seen as 
the “matter” of the social reality (van Langenhove & Harré, 1999: 15). Thus, individuals 
are not seen to be only the “producers” of conversation, but they are also seen as being 
“produced” by it. The positioning of the participants is the product of a conversational 
action, and social meanings depend upon this positioning (Davies & Harré, 1999: 34). So, 
the positions produced within an interaction are bound to the social meanings within 
discourse. Within these lines, a discursive practice as mentioned by Davies and Harré is 
understood as “[..] all the ways in which people actively produce social and 
psychological realities” (ibid). Van Langenhove and Harré (1999) claim that most 
psychological phenomena are discursively produced, which includes the sense of a self 
we know as ‘identity’(van Langenhove & Harré, 1999: 16). The authors stress the fact 
that discursive practices do not cause psychological phenomena such as the ‘self’(ego) to 
come to existence, but it is only through language that the ‘self’ is established in reality, 
as something meaningful (ibid).  
 
In this context, it is important to see positioning as a part of broader cultural storylines, or 
discourses, from which meanings are drawn and positions are adopted. Discourse is “[..] 
a multi-faceted public process through which meanings are progressively and 
dynamically achieved” (Davies & Harré, 1999:34). Individuals are subjects of discourses, 
and subjectivities are formed when they are occupying specific positions:  
  "An individual emerges through the processes of social interaction, not as a relatively 
fixed end product but as one who is constituted and reconstituted through the various 
discursive practices in which they participate." (Davies & Harré:1999, 35). 
This meaning-fixing process can be further explained by applying discursive concepts of 
articulation, elements and moments (Laclau and Mouffe, 2001). Positioning can be 
understood as an articulation, a practice of ascribing meaning to an element within a 
discourse, thus fixing it as a moment. Articulation as a discursive practice refers to an 
interplay of various concepts with ascribed meanings, which are drawn from discourses, 
and together form a universe of meaning (Laclau & Mouffe, 2001:105). In other words, 
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people discursively, through language, engage in complex processes of meaning-making, 
whereas they construct a “reality” of a certain phenomenon. 
 
Elements are signs that occur within the discourse but that have not yet been fixed with 
meaning, and are thus ambiguous. Articulation is the practice of ascribing meanings, 
drawn from discourse, to an element, that then through the fixed position to other 
elements becomes a moment. An item can therefore in itself be indeterminate, but as soon 
as it is put in relation to another element, it is ascribed a determinate meaning (Jørgensen 
& Phillips, 2006: 38). Elements are thus comparable to the concept of self1 in positioning 
theory , whereas the established position, or identity, can be seen as a momentary fixation 
of the self. Self1 can be seen to be the personal identity, to which one refers when using 
first-person indexical pronouns such as ‘I’, ‘me’ and ‘myself’ (van Langenhove & Harré 
1999: 7-8). However, this self obtains meaning only through positioning, when it is 
ascribed a meaning in relation to other selves (Laclau & Mouffe, 2001:105). This creates 
a situational identity within the given discourse, as the selves can be argued to become 
relational and meaningful personas (Harré & Langenhove,1999: 7-9). 
In our study, this means that the way national and other cultural identifications related to 
‘Danishness’ are established in interaction, can be studied by identifying the meaning-
making processes that individuals engage in when positioning themselves and others in 
different cultural storylines, or discourses. This will also be the basis for our analytical 
strategy, as it will be explained further on. 
 
Connection of positioning and identification 
 
We wish to look into these theoretical concepts as we perceive them to be highly 
interrelated. The connection can be described as this: positioning of individuals takes 
place within interaction by drawing upon certain meanings that discourses provide.  
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Yet, by negotiating, affirming and questioning the positioning of themselves and others, 
individuals also contribute to the reconstruction of the meanings. The meanings are never 
fixed and they constantly change. Identity on the other hand, is a discursive product, 
meaning that it is born through this interactional process. In this sense, the meanings can 
be described as a component of identity, and since they are negotiable and never fixed, so 
is identity. Through positioning, we can also explore the systems of cultural 
representations presented, that reveal the order of the social world, and look into how the 
individuals make sense of who they are and where they belong. 
 
Thus, we would like to view identity as something that is built constantly through the 
different discursive practices we take part in. With every interaction one takes a piece of 
brick to build their identity, which will later be constructed and reconstructed within 
another interaction. This illustration of the identity construction process is the motivation 
behind our study. We are interested to see if and how this illustration will play within the 
interview framework. 
 
Researching identity 
 
The importance of engaging with identity and the research within this field, lies in the 
realisation that it is a difficult notion to define. Fred Dervin (2013) states that changes 
have been made in the manner researchers approach the concept of identity (Dervin, 
2013:8). Dervin criticises the way culture is viewed today. One cannot talk of questions 
such as “What is cultural identity?” and “What is culture?” in this globalised world, 
therefore some researchers have moved away from this point (ibid:12). 
 
He further criticises scholars who, in the attempt to define identity, present several 
identities to be explained. A researcher in this sense, can influence identity construction 
with the questions posed (Dervin, 2013:13-14). For instance, if he/she requests a clear 
clarity with questions such as “Do you feel more Danish or British?”. In fact, with our 
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pilot interview in the beginning of this semester we did not take into account this point. 
We would ask our participant to elaborate on his feeling of ‘being Somali’ or ‘being 
Danish’, which limited him and caused him distress. 
 
We are aware of this point now, as we have widened the scope of our investigation. We 
have chosen our participants on the basis of them being ‘bicultural’ but we will stay away 
from this and try to look at them as individuals who construct what they call their 
identity, with no biases, rather than trying to strictly define it. When we contacted them 
we requested for people who have parents with different backgrounds, with one of the 
parents originating from Denmark. The participants found this point to be interesting, 
however when they arrived, we informed them that the basic aspect of the study involved 
their interaction within the focus group. In this sense, we categorised them as people 
whose parents originate from different countries, but we were conscious with using the 
terms ‘bicultural’ or ‘half-Danish”. ‘Half-Danishness’ is a notion presented by them 
when introducing themselves. 
 
In addition, Dervin  states that identity is (re)constructed through representations (Dervin, 
2013: 16). As Jovchelovitch (2007) states: “[..]the reality of the human world is in its 
entirety made of representation: in fact there is no sense of reality for our human world 
without the work of representation” (cited in Dervin, 2013:16). 
 
We are conscious of the problematisation around the notion of identity, therefore we have 
tried to firstly, not ask questions with which we create discourses that can influence our 
participants and secondly, have tried to ask the question of how they construct what they 
present as their identity. We have done that by finding certain indicators or what Dervin 
(2013) refers to:“[..]the identity markers that are used to indicate shifts and 
inconsistencies in identification.” (Dervin, 2013:16-17). Thus, our aim is to call to 
attention the complexity of identity (identification) and the strategies used by the 
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individuals in this process. This has led into certain methodological choices as they 
follow. 
 
Methodology 
 
As previously mentioned, the project is based on data collected from a focus group 
interview conducted with four people, who were born into a family with a Danish and a 
foreign born parent (see presentation of participants in Appendix 1). The selection of the 
group was segmented (see Halkier, 2002:28-29), thus gender and age were of a 
subordinate significance, though the participants happened all to be approximately the 
same age. We segmented the group on the basis of their family backgrounds, with respect 
to our research question. Within this group, we wish to investigate how these particular 
individuals through interaction with each other and with us construct their identity in 
relation to being ‘half-Danish’. This chapter will provide an explanation of the 
methodological choices we have made concerning the project design. 
 
The case study 
 
We have chosen to conduct a case study, since it can provide us with more specific 
details on the how of identity formation. The social scientist, Robert K. Yin defines a case 
study as: 
“[..] an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-
life context; when the boundaries between a phenomenon and a context are not clearly 
evident; and in which multiple sources of evidence are used” (Yin, 2003:13). Hence, we 
decided that by doing a case study, the data would provide us with more in-depth 
material, than if we had chosen to take a nomothetic approach [1] (Yin, 2014:51). 
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Since we choose to focus solely on a single case, it means that we cannot present a 
generalised picture of individuals’ identity construction, we are only able to conclude 
something concrete about our specific group (see Bryman, 2009:57).  However, our 
conclusions can be perceived as analytically generalisable as they connect back to the 
theoretical propositions (see Yin, 2014:15).  
 
The qualitative method 
 
Interviewing is one of the methods used in qualitative research, which aims to “[..] 
understand, describe and sometimes explain social phenomena ‘from the inside’ in a 
number of different ways” (Kvale, 2007: x), in this case by analysing group interaction. 
From the constructionist perspective, interviews are perceived as a ‘co-construction of 
accounts’, in which the interviewer and the interviewee jointly build an artifact (Rapley, 
2001:304). Seale (1998) distinguishes between two ways to approach interview data: data 
as a resource and data as a topic. In the second approach, the data is seen as a product of 
collaboration (cited in Rapley, 2001:304). 
 
Our data will be treated as a topic, since we believe that in the construction of identity, 
the interaction between all participants of the discussion is central. We as researchers and 
interviewers are aware of our contribution to the data produced within the interview 
situations. Following Rapley’s suggestions, we have tried to ask questions that are not 
leading (Rapley, 2001:311), but rather trigger descriptions of the participants’ everyday 
lives and reflections on their personal views (ibid:309), while also treating our questions 
as topic-initiating (ibid:315). 
 
Focus group interview 
 
The data was collected from a focus group interview, since we perceive this group 
interview to be a social action, where individuals perform certain speech-acts used to 
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“present the self”(cited in Rapley, 2011:307). Since our project revolves around identity 
and its construction, this form of interviewing seemed appropriate. Halkier (2002) calls 
this ‘focus sociality’ and describes the concept as something that refers to how social life 
unfolds in a concrete interaction (Halkier, 2002:121).  
 
We have tried to create an open discussion, or in other words an interaction, within which 
identity formation and performance take place. Indeed, since this interaction cannot be 
perceived as naturally occurring, we, as researchers, cannot exclude our own impact on 
the identities constructed within it. However, despite following an interview guide, the 
conversation can be seen to have had a natural flow. 
 
An interview guide was prepared, containing different themes and issues for the 
participants to discuss, however the aim was not to restrict the conversation but to give 
the participants space to freely direct it. The discussion was generated to cover aspects of 
everyday life, experiences and opinions related to common and contemporary topics 
around family, school, traditions, social media, Copenhagen and Denmark. We presented 
a variety of topics, in hopes that the general and open questions would enable the 
participants to generate discussions. 
 
Even though, our initial idea was to combine the focus group interview with individual 
interviews conducted with two of the four participants, the negotiation did not seem to 
differ significantly. The group interview seemed to involve more negotiation, thus 
providing us with more important aspects of identity formation and meaning-making, 
while the individual interviews seemed to provide an insight into further personal 
information. 
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Transcription 
 
After the interview process, the data was transcribed verbatim, to make sure that the 
informants' message was not in any way distorted. However, not every verbal or non-
verbal signal, such as sounds or pauses, was included in the transcript. Rather, only those 
interactional acts, such as gestures or laughter, that can be seen to display agreement or 
common understandings, have been transcribed. Thus, we believe that we have 
transcribed to a level that can contribute to the study of identity performance, even 
though we did not select to work with a full transcription (see Potter & Hepburn, 2005:8). 
 
Ethical considerations 
 
Since our data has been gathered through qualitative interviews, we are aware that this 
entails dealing with people’s personal experiences and private utterances. Thus, when 
initiating the interview process, we ensured our project participants that the data would be 
treated with confidentiality and personal information and names would be kept 
anonymous. Yet, as the report involves the informants' personal stories and experiences, 
we are aware that we cannot hide their identity completely for any fellow students who 
might know their history beforehand (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009:91). In addition, Halkier 
emphasises the importance of anonymity, thus the researcher can not have  personal 
relations with the informants beforehand (Halkier, 2002:28-29). However in our selection 
of research participants it was not considered possible, due to some limitations we faced. 
 
Analytical framework/strategy 
 
The aim of analysis is to see the connection between the interaction at a micro level and 
the larger picture of discourse. Since it is within discursive practices that “[..] the social 
and cultural reproduction and change take place.” (Jørgensen & Phillips, 2002:61), the 
purpose of the analysis is to identify patterns of how different available discourses are 
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brought into play, in the process of constructing and negotiating identities within the 
interaction. After all, if we perceive individuals as the products and producers of 
discourse; in accordance to a discursive psychological point of view, it is interesting to 
look into how the macro and the micro perspectives interplay to create the human world 
as we know it. Identification is thus, as Jenkins argues “the mapping of the human 
world”(2014:6), the process in which identities are realised and come into being. 
 
The data is analysed by applying concepts from Laclau & Mouffe's approach to discourse 
analysis combined with the concepts of positioning theory. Cultural identity is seen in 
terms of belonging to distinctive cultural communities (Hall, 1996b), and furthermore, in 
line with the arguments of interculturality, is extended to entail all temporary and fluid 
positions as they reveal implicit identifications with cultural representations and 
perspectives. In contrast to a hermeneutical approach, we do not assume that there is a 
“true meaning” of ‘Danishness’ that can be decoded within the data. Instead, we 
approach ‘Danishness’ as something indeterminate that is made determinate by the 
participants, through positioning themselves in relation to it. Being ‘Danish’, as an aspect 
of identity, can be seen as the psychological phenomenon that, for particular purposes, is 
made determinate, or fixed, in particular contexts. 
 
The dominating representation of ‘Danishness’ is seen as historically and culturally 
constructed through discursive practices. What is represented as ‘Danish’ draws on 
discourses such as a national discourse, a political discourse, and a Western discourse, to 
name a few. All these different ways of constructing meanings and symbols attached to 
the representations, can be seen to constitute the discourse of ‘Danishness’. 
 
According to Laclau & Mouffe, a discourse includes a number of nodal points, which are 
privileged signs that serve as points of fixation through and in relation to which other 
signs obtain their meaning (Jørgensen and Phillips 1999:60). Thus, the Danish national 
discourse does not have a fixed meaning in itself, but obtains its meaning from its nodal 
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points, which includes traditions, norms, values and customs. Similarly, these nodal 
points themselves obtain meanings through a chain of other signs, or chains of 
equivalence. This way they fix ‘the Danish nation’ as an “imagined community”, and the 
nation-state as a stable focus of identification (Hall, 1996b:615-616). As Hall points out: 
“National cultures are composed  not only of cultural institutions, but of symbols and 
representations.” (ibid:613). The national discourse thus comes to constitute the meaning 
of ‘Danishness’,  which according to Hall, influences our actions and the perceptions of 
ourselves (ibid). 
 
People engage discursively, through language, in complex processes of meaning-making, 
whereas they construct the “reality” of ‘Danishness’, or the representations in relation to 
which they position themselves and others. How this meaning-making occurs in social 
practice, is through positioning. Harré &  Moghaddam (2003) argues that positions are 
“[..] clusters of rights and duties to perform certain actions[..]” (Harré & Moghaddam, 
2003:5-6), Thus, our aim is to examine how through the discursive practices, individuals 
negotiate positions, while simultaneously drawing on and reconstructing the negotiations 
and the meanings bound to them. 
 
The practice of positioning can be seen to happen as follows: people draw on a set of 
meanings given to them by discourse. The positions that are available within, for 
example, the ‘national discourse of Danishness’ are determined by nodal points, so as 
Jørgensen and Phillips (1999) claim, identity is organised relationally, thus it can reveal 
how articulations position the subject as part of one group and not another (Jørgensen & 
Phillips, 1999:56). 
 
Thus, in our analysis, we see the discursive act of positioning as an articulation, that is, 
“the practice of ascribing a meaning to discourse by establishing relation between 
elements” (Laclau and Mouffe, 2001:105). When people’s unfixed ‘selves’(elements)  are 
established as positions (moments) in relation to other selves, they obtain a social identity 
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within the discourse, and become ‘personas’. Therefore, the articulation both constructs 
an identity -  a subject position (who I am) and ascribes a meaning to the discourse 
available (what it means to be...). Hence, the articulation can either reproduce meaning or 
challenge it, thus a negotiation of meanings will occur and in addition a negotiation of 
positions. 
 
To summarise, people’s identities (actions and perceptions of themselves) are influenced 
by the representations of Danishness that constitute the discourse. The identities are not 
only influenced by discourse, they are influencing it, either through reproducing norms 
and meanings or by challenging and negotiating them. Identities are also discursively 
constructed, when people position themselves as subjects in discourse. Selves are fixed as 
meaningful personas through positioning. Furthermore, Danish national traditions can be 
seen as a nodal point in relation to which other signs are arranged and establish meaning. 
The “imagined community” of Denmark can be seen as a meaningful source of 
identification, as the national identity is constructed. 
 
Analysis 
 
The structure of the analysis  
 
By working from the negotiations of identity at a micro level, and through discourse 
analysis, we identify patterns of discourse and thus connect the micro-conversational 
level of identity construction with the wider cultural representations on a macro-socio-
political level. This description of the discourses and the meanings bound to them, serves 
as a basis in order to then present the patterns of positioning within different contexts. 
Shortly, our data shows that ‘Danishness’ is constructed cross-contextually and draws 
upon different meanings from national, political and ‘glocal’ discourses [2], that are 
crucially interlinked and that way together reflect and constitute what is represented as 
‘Danish’ by the participants.  
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Furthermore, we search for the patterns of positioning within the data, by focusing on 
contexts within which the participants position themselves in relation to the different 
discourses. In specific extracts, we can see an interplay of different discourses and the 
elements within them, which interestingly vary in meaning according to context. Thus, 
the meanings of ‘Danishness’ are negotiated by the participants, in some instances by 
questioning positions and in others by simply accepting them as what is perceived as 
‘normative’. This led us to understand, how ‘half-Danishness’ as an identity presented by 
the participants, is constructed through the relation of discourses and social practices. 
 
As we will show, our participants choose between different discourses and their elements, 
in order to position themselves in certain ways, and that different levels of cultural 
identifications are produced through these positions. These cultural identifications have 
both time dimensions (what we are ‘now’) and space dimensions (‘where’ we are now). 
We show that the boundaries of the national or ethnic culture, that we call ‘Danishness’ 
only apply in certain contexts, and that multiple other, overlapping and relational cultures 
serve as sources of identification and thus constitute a set of cultural identifications that 
are fluid, changing and most importantly context-bound. These cultures can be seen to be 
above the national culture (e.g. ‘we the West’) or below the national culture (e.g. ‘we the 
Danish students’) or partly transcend all of these (e.g. ‘our generation’) (Hall, 
1996b:621). That supports our argument that cultural identities not only are brought into 
interaction but they are done in interaction, as processes of identification rather than 
‘things’ that people own. 
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Part 1: General discourses identified 
 
From the data, various discourses, upon which participants draw to position themselves 
and others, have been decoded. Since the interest of the project report is to investigate the 
construction of ‘half-Danishness’ within this interaction, the analysis has not delved 
profoundly into all the discourses present. As ‘half-Danishness’ is seen as ways of 
identifying with certain representations of ‘Danishness’, the Danish national discourse is 
of particular interest. Other national discourses, from which representations of e.g. 
‘Greekness’, ‘Englishness’, and ‘Spanishness’ derive, are also present at some instances, 
as they are assumed to be parts of the participants’ national identities. The national 
discourses involve elements of tradition, language, characteristics, customs and 
ideologies, which are ascribed different meanings according to the context and the 
positioning of the speaker. The national discourses also draw on meanings from various 
other discourses, which is why they are difficult to separate from one another. However, 
as the focus of the analysis is on representations of ‘Danishness’, only some of the most 
relevant connections are elaborated, and presented as they follow: 
 
 
Political/ideological discourses 
 
Throughout the discussion, participants draw on different elements from political 
discourses. When the topic revolves around families, the dominating political discourse 
can be connected to classical liberalism, as the participants move away from traditional 
notions of family as an institution of heterosexual love, and emphasise the individual 
freedom to choose how to organise one’s personal life. In other words, the traditional 
family discourse is challenged by drawing on elements of liberalism from a political 
discourse. By challenging the traditional family discourse, the participants position 
themselves in a new way of thinking and talking about families, thus arguably associating 
themselves with a modern and liberal group of people.  
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Furthermore, we noted an element of individualism, which partly connects back to the 
meaning of liberalism in its classical sense. The fact that the participants prioritise 
individual values of security, self-expression and having a role model, suggests that 
‘individualism’ in this context has a positive connotation. Liberalism, anti-traditionalism 
and individualism are thus ideological elements of a particular family discourse, to which 
the participants implicitly negotiate and ascribe meanings, by positioning themselves in 
favour of certain perspectives. 
 
In addition, the political discourses involve elements of capitalism, commercialism, 
socialism and gender equality. For example, when the participants position themselves in 
favor of gender equality, they negotiate the meanings bound to the categories of man and 
woman. For example, Jacob draws on the normative behaviour of women in the meaning 
of being ‘passive’, when he states that “Girls don’t normally go to a guy:‘hey you! How 
are you doing?” (appendix 2, 16:11) whereas the others point out that it does happen, 
thus drawing on an ideological discourse that positions them in favour of gender equality. 
Gender equality is furthermore connected to the national discourse and representations of 
‘Danishness’. Karla for example, mentions: “So there are all these like good structures 
and everything, but socially I think it’s the country I don’t know with the best equality 
men and women..” (app. 2, 29:19-20). The representation of ‘Danishness’ is here 
connected to the notion of equality as an ideology. She thus draws upon a political 
discourse, as she indicates that Denmark is a modern liberal and democratic country, 
which implicates equal treatment of men and women. 
 
Positioning in this sense, is then a cultural performance by which positions indicate the 
social order of the world, and the situational identities of the participants in this social 
order. This point also indicates that discourses are context bound, since in order for them 
to be able to recognise and present the ‘new’ meanings, it shows that their space also 
allows them too. Since they are seen to be placed in a Western context, their ideologies 
are influenced as much as their belief systems found in discourses. The following section 
presents discourses that connect to positions of Westernness, Eurocentrism, and the 
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tension between global and local identities. These discourses are especially relevant as 
they interplay with political and national discourses of Danishness in a globalised world. 
 
‘Glocal’ discourses 
 
The way participants think and talk about issues throughout the interview, relate to 
different discourses of (post)colonialism, Eurocentrism or Westernness, which we choose 
to call ‘glocal’ discourses, since they can be traced back to processes of globalisation and 
localisation in a modern world. Elements that in these discourses frequently are ascribed 
a negative meaning are nationalism, capitalism, commercialism, linguistic hegemony of 
the English language and Americanisation. For example, the participants distance 
themselves from the concept of dating as “an American thing” (app. 2, 17:18), and 
express concern about how Christmas has become such a commercial concept (app. 2, 
8:30). On the contrary, elements of global opportunities and local cultures and traditions 
are valued. Interesting about the use of these discourses is that they produce positions and 
perspectives that contextually change among the participants in the conversation. This 
might reveal the tension between global and local identities that arise as an effect of 
globalisation. 
 
The discourses relating to a globalising society are, as mentioned, connected to political 
and ideological discourses of capitalism, liberalism, nationalism, individualism, and 
traditionalism. Furthermore, they are also crucially linked to national discourses, as it is 
evident that national cultures and representations operate in relation to other nations in a 
global world. What has historically been constructed as a ‘Danish’ national discourse is 
built upon current and previous political discourses of nationalism, colonialism and 
Eurocentrism, among others. 
 
As we will see in the following parts of the analysis, this indicates that even though 
identity is perceived by many to be a stable part of the self, positionings reveal that it can 
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be more complex than it is anticipated to be. Individuals can draw on different discourses 
even regarding the same discussion topic. In accordance to the interculturality paradigm, 
cultural identity is not only a matter of relatively ‘stable’ category memberships such as 
race, ethnicity and nationality, but cultural identities can be seen to be situational 
products of perspectives that interplay in interaction.  
So far, we have identified discourses that are connected to political ideologies and aspects 
of globalisation, and as we have shown, these are inevitably interconnected to each other 
and to the Danish national discourse. The following section examines representations of 
Danishness as they are drawn upon and reproduced as a part of a national discourse. 
 
National discourses  
 
As Hall states, the national culture can be seen as a discourse, “[..] a way of constructing 
meanings, which influences both our actions and our perceptions of ourselves.” (Hall 
1996b:613). Thus, representations of what is to be seen ‘Danish’ or ‘un-Danish’ derive 
from this discourse. When talking about ‘Danish’ people, places, traditions, foods, 
values, ideologies, customs and characteristics, the participants draw on and reproduce 
representations of ‘Danishness’. As frequently mentioned above, this national discourse 
cannot stand alone without the influence of other political, ideological and ‘Western’ 
discourses.  
 
For example, the participants place themselves in the traditional spectrum regarding the 
celebration of Christmas. The Christmas traditions described by them seem to be drawn 
from the Danish national discourse. They talk of Danish food/dinner on Christmas day, 
Maria refers to it as “..very Danish Christmas food..”(App. 2, 10:11), while in addition 
they negotiate the tradition of dancing around the Christmas tree, and agree on it being an 
“awkward” Danish tradition. Similarly Karla states:“We don’t do anything Danish for 
our Christmas. We just.. we have like a British Christmas I guess ‘cause of my 
father.”(App. 2, 9:28). Even though she points out that the way she celebrates differs, she 
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makes a similar point regarding traditions, while her statements do not get 
questioned:“anything Danish for our Christmas” and “British Christmas”. This 
reference to ‘Danishness’ can be linked back to discourse and meanings bound to this 
cultural representation. 
 
The participants also talk of ‘Danish’ places in Copenhagen that an “outsider” should 
visit, which are also divided into traditional and modern, Maria states: “[..] maybe just 
show them the traditional things, maybe not Papirøen and those newer things but more 
traditional things. They could see that little mermaid but a lot of people have been 
disappointed [..]” (App. 2, 12:30). They all seem to know what ‘Danish’ food means, 
what is very ‘Danish’ to visit etc., which testifies that ‘Danishness’ seems to be a stable 
point of reference for the participants. 
 
Moreover, when referring to and constructing the meanings of ‘Danish’ norms and 
values, Vivian explains:“ I always get teased for my accent too and I still do mistakes .. 
make mistakes and as I said I live with three roommates and they always, always tease 
me [..]” (App. 2, 27:21), so despite the attempt made by Vivian (and Jacob) to learn the 
‘Danish’ language; to pass as a “real” Dane, they are still excluded by the community, 
which is considered “a closed society” (App. 2,26:16) and seen as foreigners. 
 
Regarding the ‘Danish’ norms and beliefs, they also position themselves in contrast to 
nationalistic and conservative attitudes when referring for example to the refugee 
situation, Karla mentions: “[..] how they deal with refugees [..] it’s been so embarrassing 
[..] this general feeling of like, Denmark is ours, and that, ‘we need to protect our 
luxury’..like, ‘you can die, but we have to.. have maintained our good life’, in a sense[..]” 
(App. 2, 35:6). This position is further emphasised when they all laugh of the statement 
made by Jacob:“..yeah and at the same time, like Danish Folkeparti [3], what the fuck 
like, they won the election..”(App. 2, 32:1). 
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Thus, while throughout the interview the participants do not seem to explicitly identify 
themselves as ‘Danes’, at all contexts, Maria possibly being an exception, as she 
recurrently points out that she as the only one born and raised only in Denmark does not 
have anything to compare to, thus implying that she is “more Danish” than the others. 
They still refer to their experiences with ‘Danish’ people and things to reproduce 
representations of ‘Danishness’, and to position themselves in relation it.  
 
This suggests, in accordance to the interculturality paradigm, that rather than having a 
‘Danish’ or ‘non-Danish’ identity, the participants do situational cultural identifications. 
In that sense, they do appear to belong in the nation and culture of Denmark, as in this 
context they are positioned as people with similar points to draw upon. On the contrary, 
the fact that these social actions and representations are available to them, due to their 
backgrounds, signals how their social order is formed and thereafter used to support 
certain positionings. Therefore, this example further confirms the relation between 
positionings taking place within a discursive practice and the social rules existing in the 
world. 
 
Regarding the national discourse, another interesting finding is that the meanings used 
from this discourse are not only linked to ‘Danish’ representations. All participants, 
except Maria, contrast these meanings bound to ‘Danishness’ with others, connected to 
‘Namibian’ and ‘British’ cultural representations (in the case of Karla), ‘Greek’ 
representations (in the case of Vivian) and the ‘Spanish’ ones (in the case of Jacob). All 
of these representations are also bound to nodal points such as traditions, values and 
norms relating to each representation used in specific contexts. 
 
This leads us back to the questions of ethnicity and national culture, since the participants 
seem to present meanings that have been formed with the national discourse, which are 
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connected to places that they have lived, they feel they belong to and are legally assigned 
to. Which raises questions such as: What influences identity formation? Is ethnicity and 
national culture relevant to the construction of the world and thus the discourses? How 
can they all become visible through positioning and negotiation? 
 
To conclude, this is the general framework of our data, that discloses what kind of 
discourses the participants make use of to generate and negotiate representations of the 
world. Depending on the context, the positions taken by the participants are based on 
strategies connected to meaning-making. Positioning can thus be perceived as the 
practice of fixing meaning from elements bound to discourses, to moments. In order, for 
the participants to support their positions, they rely upon certain meanings and behaviors 
found in the corresponding discourses, which are all interconnected and cannot be 
separated.  
 
Part 2.1: Practices of positioning that reveal two contrasting understandings of 
‘here and now’ 
 
The ‘here and now’ refers to the time and space frame in which the situated identities of 
the participants can be argued to be located. The following extracts show varying 
positioning in both a time dimension and a space dimension. The time dimension reveals 
positioning in a now in relation to a then, while the space dimension reveals a positioning 
in a here in relation to a there. 
 
What determines the positions taken by the participants are the meanings ascribed to the 
different elements of the discourses in which these dimensions occur. For example, in 
extract 1 we can see a political discourse which involves nodal points such as liberalism 
and individualism. Even though these ideologies are not explicitly mentioned by the 
participants, they are central elements of a political discourse, in relation to which the 
participants position themselves. Elements, however, need a fixed meaning in order to be 
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used as meaningful points of identification. This meaning is provided to the participants 
by the political discourse, which is why we might know liberalism in its classical sense as 
individual freedom and autonomy, as well as releasement from traditional structures, thus 
being the opposite of traditional conservatism. These sets of meanings are furthermore 
ascribed a certain value by the participants, as they make a commitment to a certain 
ideology that is to be seen as more desirable than the other. When it comes to 
contemporary issues such as homosexual families, or the refugee situation, it is clear that 
the participants value a liberal standpoint more than a conservative one, and accordingly 
position themselves as liberal. 
 
As we can see from the data, the positioning practices follow a pattern that reveal two 
contrasting understandings of the modern, globalised world, or the ‘here and now’ as we 
choose to call it. These understandings are actually standpoints, perspectives, or positions 
that can be seen as more established than the fluid positions we examine as momentary 
fixations of the self. The two understandings occur frequently throughout the data and 
both of them involve a time and a space dimension.  
 
What makes the contrast in the space dimension is that in one context, the way things are 
‘here’ is perceived better than the way things are ‘there’, while in another context it 
seems to be the other way around. Similarly, in the time dimension we can observe both a 
“things are better now” and a “things were better then” positioning, depending on the 
context. In this extract, Vivian is implying that society is becoming more open and liberal 
towards homosexual couples, and Maria furthermore questions the traditional nuclear 
family. Everyone agrees that the most important is what is best for the child. 
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Firstly, we note that Vivian talks about “our society” (line 2) that is undefined in terms of 
national boundaries, but involves both a time and a space dimension: it can be defined as 
where we are ‘here and now’. “Evolving” (line 2) entails a time dimension since it refers 
to an ongoing change from something in the past to a ‘now’, as well as a future. It is clear 
that “evolving” in this sense refers to a positive change, which entails a power relation 
between then and now. 
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 It is implicated that this new liberal point of view is “better” than the old traditional or 
conservative point of view, and that this is something all the participants want to 
associate with. Vivian thus draws on a political discourse which fixes the meanings of 
‘modern’ and ‘liberal’ to something good and desirable. This discourse in turn can be 
argued to draw upon the Western ideal of individualism and individual autonomy, which 
fixes Vivian’s position not only in a specific time, but also in a specific place, the West. 
 
When Maria questions the traditional nuclear family by presenting a number of other 
possible ways of defining a family, she (as well as the others) clearly employ what we 
would call an ideology of individualism, since the focus is on the child as an individual 
instead of his/her place in a collectivity. She thus draws on a political discourse that 
entails a power relation of the individual being more important than the collective. 
Interestingly, in the next extract where the participants talk about Christmas, we can see 
the opposite:  
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Here, the meaning of ‘individualism’, that in the previous extract had a positive 
connotation, takes a turn and becomes something negative. Maria implies that Christmas 
presents, which can be seen as an individualistic element of Christmas, is a bad influence 
on what is actually supposed to “be about family” (lines 5, 8, 12) and family values. The 
elements of the political discourse that Maria draws on in this context are ‘individualism’ 
as contrasted to ‘collectivism’. The meaning of ‘individualism’ is negatively loaded and 
seen as something undesirable. She positions herself as a part of “our generation” (line 1) 
but distances herself from the individualism that she associates with it, thus presenting 
herself and her family as an exception of this group. 
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Furthermore, the participants draw on a discourse that can be seen as both political and 
Western/Eurocentric, when they ascribe meanings to the elements of ‘capitalism’, and 
‘commercialism’ or ‘consumerism’, that can be seen as Western concepts. The growing 
consumerism that surrounds this self-centered Christmas is perceived to “take the spirit 
away” (line 19), thus implying that there is something “real” about Christmas that is 
forgotten. The meanings of the elements involve a power relation, whereas capitalism is 
seen as something negative and threatening to the authentic and positively loaded 
“Christmas spirit”. This source of identification is a certain Christmas culture that 
involve elements from both a Christian culture and a global consumer culture, that both 
transcend the borders of national cultures. Moreover, in extract 3 we can see different 
national discourses that are brought into the discussion: 
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In this extract we can see how the Christmas celebrations differ individually. In the 
discussion, they all draw on different elements from a Danish national discourse, which 
includes traditions that they incorporate and traditions they do not. There is a certain 
power relation that makes some traditions viewed as more valuable than others, for 
example the dance around the Christmas tree is seen as “pathetic” and “awkward” (line 
44) while some Danish foods are important. The customs and traditions that are about 
being together with the family, “sitting on the couch with the Christmas tree with the 
lights” (line 57) and elements that create a “joy atmosphere” (line 11), are the most 
valued ones. These traditions, however, do not belong to a particular national discourse as 
they are not seen as especially ‘Danish’ or as belonging to another national culture. 
Instead they are built upon elements from various other discourses. 
 
In extract 1 and 2 we saw political discourses that involved different power relations 
between political elements of ‘liberalism’ and ‘conservatism’ as well as ‘individualism’ 
and ‘collectivism’. These can be seen as time-dimensions of the discourse since they 
imply a development in society, from traditional patterns of thinking towards more 
modern ideologies (“our society is evolving”) as well as a development from collectivistic 
values and family values to individual values and consumerism (“in our generation it has 
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become a lot about presents”). As we saw, these different elements implied different 
power relations according to the context. 
 
In the extracts above, we can also see a space-dimension since ideologies of 
individualism and phenomena of capitalism and consumerism can be located to a 
Western, modern society. In the following extracts, we will see a further space-dimension 
as the participants draw on discourses that position them in between different influences 
of a globalising world. 
 
In extract 4 Maria draws on a Danish national discourse that involves the element of the 
Danish tradition of Fastelavn (line 4). She does not like that Halloween, which belongs to 
the American culture, is becoming “really normal” in Denmark (line 2), thus implying 
that there is a negative external influence on the Danish national culture. The power 
relation between the local (“here”) and the global (“out there”) is clear; Americanisation 
is a threat while the ‘original’ or ‘authentic’ Danish culture should be preserved. In this 
context, she clearly positions herself as a Dane. In the next extract the positions are not as 
clear: 
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In this context Vivian draws on a discourse of Eurocentrism, where English language 
becomes a nodal point for opportunities and communication, and ascribes a positive 
meaning to similarity and unity. The English language is seen as a unifying element in the 
globalised world, and similarity and unity as something desirable and necessary. Vivian 
positions herself as a part of the globalised West, and creates a power relation that 
favours unity before difference. 
 
In contrast, Karla as the only one in the group who speaks English as her only language, 
draws on a different discourse which implies that there is a power asymmetry between 
‘the West’ and “some rural place” (line 22). She perceives English language as too 
dominant, since it is “destroying other people’s languages” (line 24). She agrees that 
similarity and unity are economic necessities but at the same time it is seen as 
“dangerous” (line 14). In the extract we can see that both Karla and Maria show an 
ambivalence between two positions. When positioning themselves in one way, they draw 
on certain discourses and certain sets of meanings, that change when they position 
themselves in another way. 
 
Firstly, using a postcolonialist discourse, Karla positions herself as an English speaker 
towards the ‘other people’ whose languages are being destroyed. The set of meanings that 
she draws on from the discourse involves a power relation that ascribes unity a negative 
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character and presents difference as something desirable. However, when arguing that 
English language is an economic necessity (line 25) she, as Vivian, ascribes ‘unity’ a 
positive meaning and thus, positions both herself and the Other in the same, globalising 
world. 
 
As Karla, Maria also struggles between two positions. Maria first positions herself as a 
part of a global, English speaking culture, as well as a Danish person who in contrast to 
people in other countries speaks English relatively good since movies are not being 
dubbed in Denmark. When the English language is seen as unifying, she implies that 
Denmark is more globalised than for example Germany and Spain. Interestingly, whereas 
in extract 4 global influence was ascribed a negative meaning, in this context it is 
ascribed a positive meaning. 
 
However, she also agrees with Karla in the sense that English domination is dangerous. It 
is not clear whether it implies a Eurocentric position as ‘us the West’ as a threat to ‘them, 
the Rest’, or whether it implies a position as ‘us, the Danes’ as threatened by the global 
influence. Extract 5 thus shows a negotiation between positions that derive from multiple 
meanings that can be ascribed to elements such as unity and difference. The positions are 
determined by whether similarity is seen as desirable or dangerous. 
 
In conclusion, these five extracts show how the participants position themselves in both a 
time and a space dimension, according to meanings drawn upon different discourses. As 
we can see, across the contexts there are two competing understandings of ‘here and 
now’ - the modern and globalised world. Within the time dimension, in some contexts the 
modern is valued more than the traditional, such as when Vivian talks about our evolving 
society (extract 1), whereas in other contexts the traditional is more valued than the 
present, such as when Maria presents “our generation” (extract 2) in a negative tone. 
Similarly, participants show a varying positioning in the space dimension, as the here in 
one context is different from the here in another context. 
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The next part attempts to draw a connection between these various ways of positioning 
oneself and the making of cultural identities. Cultural identities are seen as the temporary 
identifications, or different belongings, which can be seen to transcend the borders of 
national cultures above, below or across, thus showing that cultural identifications are not 
limited only to specific national cultures. 
 
Part 2.2: Different levels of cultural identities 
 
When Vivian positions herself in a now that is better than the then as well as in a here 
that is better than the there (see extract 1), she is not making an identification with a 
specific national culture, but with something bigger, or above. Arguably, the cultural 
identity of Vivian in that specific situation is somewhat of a ‘Western-liberal’ identity. 
 
When Maria (see extract 2) positions herself in relation to “our generation”, she 
identifies with a culture that goes across national borders and thus creates a cultural 
identity that is bound to this specific time (the now). 
 
Moreover, in extract 2, the participants position themselves in a specific kind of 
Christmas culture. This Christmas culture can be seen to consist of elements of religion 
and tradition, as well as of elements of a global, postmodern, consumer culture. This 
Christmas culture furthermore involves elements of the different national cultures that 
participants individually combine (see extract 3). In this context, one can see how an 
identity of ‘half-Danishness’ can be constructed by bringing in elements of the national 
discourses that define what is seen as ‘Danish’, ‘Greek’, ‘British’ or ‘Spanish’. It shows 
that the cultural identifications that are made in the context of Christmas celebrations are 
complex since they involve elements from both universal cultures (consumers, 
Christians), and more particularistic, national cultures. 
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In extract 4, Maria positions herself as a Dane in relation to the American culture. In this 
context, she identifies with the Danish culture and can thus be argued to do a temporary 
Danish cultural identity. 
 
Extract 5 shows a negotiation of complex identifications between, on the one hand, a 
universal culture of English-speakers where ‘we’ are similar in the globalised world, and 
on the other hand a division between the English speaking culture and the local cultures 
where ‘we’ are different from ‘them’. Even though there is an ambivalence in the 
meanings ascribed to English language, Vivian and Karla can be argued to identify with a 
universal English speaking culture whereas their cultural identity goes above the national 
culture. 
 
In some contexts the participants also show identifications with cultures that so to say go 
below the national culture. Jacob mentions being a vegetarian while Karla defines herself 
an atheist. Vegetarianism and atheism can be seen as cultural identities in the sense that 
the individuals have a feeling of belonging to a group of people who share the same 
identity. However, it is clear that vegetarians and atheists differ in so many aspects within 
these groups, that these cultural identities only can apply in specific contexts when these 
categories are made relevant. This happens when the participants all position themselves 
as ‘students in Denmark’ (extract 6 below). The temporary cultural identity that is made 
is situated within the Danish national culture but at the same time it is more 
particularistic, i.a. below the national culture. 
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Karla identifies with the group of students in Denmark, as shown by the use of the 
pronouns “we” (line 1) to refer to the students in Denmark and “they” to refer to people 
in South Africa (line 2). When Jacob imitates someone in Spain (line 6) “you get paid for 
studying, what the fuck!” he refers to an external categorisation as a ‘Danish student’. 
This temporary identity changes fast when Jacob turns the focus to “Danish people” (line 
11), thus taking an outsider perspective when excluding himself from the category 
‘Danish students in Denmark’; who do not know how good the situation is for them, and 
instead positioning himself in a category of ‘foreign students in Denmark’, who, as Karla 
implicates (line 22), have something else to compare to. Extract 6 thus illustrates 
particularistic identities below the national cultures that however change rapidly as the 
conversation proceeds. 
 
In summarisation, we have shown that in addition to national or ethnic cultures as sources 
of identification, there are multiple other overlapping belongings that transcend the 
cultural borders of the nation-states. These belongings can be seen as being above (e.g. 
‘we the West’) or below the national culture (e.g. ‘we the Danish students’) or going 
across cultural borders on multiple levels (e.g. ‘our generation’). They serve as sources of 
identification and thus constitute a set of cultural identifications that are fluid, changing 
and most importantly context-bound. This gives support for our argument that cultural 
identities not only are brought into interaction but they are done in interaction, as 
processes of identification rather than ‘things’ that people have. 
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Part 2.3: ‘Danish’as “full-blood” and the notion of double culture  
 
When one of the researchers (O2) in the end of the interview, experimentally positions 
the participants as ‘non-Danish’, Karla immediately responds by partly rejecting the 
given position and bringing in the category ‘half-Danish’ that can be seen as a 
compromise between accepting the given position and a full rejection of it. 
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This extract is particularly interesting because of the choice of words and the positions 
taken and given. In this example, the researchers are intentionally also part of the 
interaction and the positioning, in order to observe how participants present themselves in 
this last part of the interview. By positioning herself as a non-Dane, Karla makes a 
distinction between herself and people who are seen as Danes in this interaction - and 
thus might get offended by her opinion (line 2). This distinction is not clear until O2 (line 
5) also drawn by the representation of her national identity, categorises herself as a Dane. 
Karla jumps in to declare that the group of informants is then categorised in another 
group, they are half-Danes (line 6) and not “full blood” (line 9,12), as Vivian states. 
Jacob then jokingly states that they are just “half-offended” (line 10), since according to 
them, they do not fulfil all the criteria in order to belong in the category of a Dane, 
therefore they are not fully offended either. However, due to their background and their 
perception of belonging to the Danish national community, they do not reject the identity 
of being Danish but instead reconstruct an identity that is perceived to be closer to the 
way they see themselves. 
 
The interesting fact is that the focus group interview starts and ends with the same idea 
around identity from the informant’s point of view, which indicates that the phrase “I 
am...[nationality]” is most commonly uttered in order to partly and permanently describe 
the fact of being and acting accordingly. This way, the confusion around who we are and 
where we belong to is erased, even if our belongings depend on imagined communities 
that we have ourselves created. 
In contrast, in the extract that follows, when participants are directly asked about their 
opinion on this group, they express their shared identity as being part of a group with 
“mixed cultures”, however this identity is not directly bound to their categorisation as 
‘half-Danish’.  
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Even though, we as researchers in this instance categorise the participants as a group and 
request to reflect upon their characteristics, our purpose is to observe how they would 
also reflect back to their initial identification as ‘half-Danish’. Vivian here states that 
identification is a matter of balance between two aspects (line 5), almost like describing a 
balance scale, on which both objects placed should give an equal account. So, once again 
the fact about incorporating two cultures by taking two aspects is an attempt to be 
categorised to an already existing group that can create an image that will help to 
understand the social world. 
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On the other hand, Karla states that the common characteristic they share, is their 
“double culture”(line 11-12), drawing again upon a different kind of discourse, that can 
explain their categorisation to this group. Certain meanings associated to this discourse 
can be used to describe their relations and similarity. This “double culture” implies again 
that since the categories and the meanings available to them do not carry out the task of 
fully being identified as such, they try to find new ways of identification. This also 
indicates that the perception of identity being stable still remains, while the fact that there 
is an attempt to fit within a category also signals that the sense of belonging is an integral 
part when making sense of the social world. 
 
Conclusion of analysis 
 
To conclude, we see that these individuals indeed can be seen as ‘multicultural’ but 
without reducing the concept only to a national culture, as people not only identify with 
cultures according to national borders. This goes along with the claim that Dervin and 
Risager make about all interaction being intercultural since interaction is an “interplay of 
perspectives” (Dervin & Risager, 2015:4). Hall’s definition of cultural identity includes 
ethnic, racial, linguistic religious and national cultures (Hall, 1996b:596), but as our 
analysis shows, ‘culture’ as a source of identification can be any group of people to 
whom one belongs, even if it is highly temporary. However, we agree with Hall in his 
point that national cultures in today’s modern society remain a strong source of 
identification, which is evident as participants broadly use national terms to categorise 
themselves and others (ibid:611). 
 
 
 
60 
 
Discussion 
 
It is evident from our data that cultural identities are complex, in the sense that the 
participants do not simply fit into categories such as ‘Danish’ or ‘non-Danish’. Instead 
they can be seen to do multiple cultural identifications within the same interaction by 
positioning themselves in relation to different perspectives in different contexts. This can 
tell us a lot about the dynamic relation between the individuals and the multiple 
collectives they are parts of. Hall (1996b) delimits the definition of cultural identity to 
belonging to distinctive, previously established groups (Hall,1996b:596). However, our 
data revealed multiple, multi-layered identifications, that can be argued to be cultural, 
since they involve a certain level of symbolic intelligibility (Carbaugh, 1999:160), even if 
they would not persist beyond that particular moment in which they were uttered. A 
cultural identification can in this sense be done in interaction, a mere positioning, that 
flickers by in the blink of an eye. In this sense we agree with Dervin & Risager (2015) 
who state that any interaction inevitably involves interplay of different perspectives and 
therefore can be seen as intercultural (Dervin & Risager, 2015: 4-5).  
 
In the contemporary globalised world, where there is a tension between on the one hand, 
immigration and increased contact between people that are perceived culturally different 
from each other, and on the other hand, the strengthening of local, national identities as a 
counter reaction towards cultural homogenisation (Hall, 1996b:623-624), we have come 
to a situation where cultural differences have become a great issue in politics as well as in 
everyday life. People are assumed to perform their cultural identities in ways that are so 
different that they cannot be combined into one social space without conflict. Some 
cultural identifications remain more dominant than others in the way we perceive 
ourselves and others, and how we act accordingly. In the context of immigration, 
identities based on nationality, ethnicity and religion tend to become primary sources of 
categorisation and identification.  
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Are we defined by our social environment? 
 
Ethnicity is seen as a system of repertoires that we learn, use and act according to, in 
other words; perform (Jenkins, 2012: 15). It can be seen as a primary identity, that is 
developed and socially constructed early in life, and thus less likely to change (Jenkins, 
2014:72). Such an embodied identity creates an attachment that seems natural. That way 
external categorisation becomes inseparable from internal identification. Similarly, Hall 
(1996b) mentions that the national culture has become one of the most principal sources 
of identification in a modern society (Hall, 1996b: 611). 
 
According to Hall (1996b) this is a matter of cultural powers, that historically have 
formed, and that continue to maintain the national culture as a powerful discursive 
device, that unifies a group of people in a seemingly natural and stable nation 
(Hall,1996b:617). This claim is further supported if we also consider the official ways of 
belonging to a nation-state through citizenship and legal documents. Citizenship can be 
perceived as a governmental practice, by which someone is officially recognised as a 
subject of the nation-state and gets granted legal rights within it. This is generally seen as 
a very important aspect of an individual’s identification, since it is a belonging that is 
formally and publically acknowledged. Thus, the idea of citizenship is very much present 
and perceived as very important even in a globalised world. Yet, we wish to point out that 
this categorisation of individuals falls far short from the complex nature of cultural 
identification as a whole.  
 
The participants of our study explicitly self-identify in accordance to how they are 
externally categorised by their social environment and government - they have two 
distinct nationalities,that they have been granted based on their parents’ nationalities. 
Thus, they present themselves according to this given identity, as ‘half-Danish’. 
Furthermore, the participants also explicitly express representations of ‘Danishness’, that 
is, the way they talk about Danish people, Danish things, foods and places, Danish 
traditions and Danish ways of being and doing things. ‘Danishness’ becomes a stable 
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point of reference only because it is uttered as a real thing, and not questioned or 
challenged explicitly. These representations constitute knowledge about the world and 
the people in it, including the way individuals see themselves.  
 
However, ‘Danishness’ as a set of representations from which we draw knowledge of 
what a ‘Danish’ person is, is crucially interlinked with the multiple overlapping 
representations that interplay in every interaction, and manifested as different 
perspectives in relation to which interlocutors position themselves. For example, a 
position as a ‘global’ person draws on representations of liberalism, individualism, 
Westernness, open-mindedness etc. As we saw in our data, such representations derive 
from different interplaying political, national, global and local discourses. The category 
‘half-Danish’, that the participants place themselves into, can thus be seen as nothing but 
a “box”, constructed out of numerous external and internal identifications and 
associations from which it gains its meaning. This all happens, as we have shown, in 
interaction. However, the next question is; is this category relevant? Are national 
identities nothing but illusionary categories, that only exist as a way to create order in the 
world? Is this possible or even necessary to change? 
 
We could argue that, it is relevant in the sense that we perceive categories, such as ‘half-
Danish’ to be parts of the reality of the world. Yet, as our study reveals, interactions 
contain multiple other cultural identifications. Even though seemingly temporary and 
ungraspable, these identity constructions as they occur in a micro context are not 
unimportant to the constitution of the human world on a macro level. After all, if we 
perceive identity as entirely formed within discursive practices, it is small interactions 
like the one studied in this project that form the social world as we will come to know it, 
since we live in a world that is ever-changing. Thus, with this study we can shed light on 
the problematic and dominant way culture, and subsequently, cultural differences, are 
viewed.  
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We are aware that the categories and representations exist, in order to provide a safe 
ground and a sense of stability of “who is who” and “where everyone belongs to”, 
however if we realise that cultural identifications are numerous, we will be one step 
closer to realising the complex nature of identity formation. Because if cultural identity is 
to be perceived as constituted by many aspects namely religion, class etc. this notion 
already creates the ground for cultural differences and tensions to take place.  
 
Who can be Danish? 
 
Cultural differences can thus be seen to be constructed and established in order for the 
sense of a strong and unified national culture to be maintained. The seemingly drastic 
differences between ‘Danish’ and ‘un-Danish’ ways of doing and understanding things, 
draw on historically constructed and continuously reconstructed representations of 
‘Danishness’. In the contemporary situation of immigration and integration, ‘Danishness’ 
is often an issue at stake. Nowadays, there are various rules and regulations for 
individuals who wish to be granted Danish citizenship, in order to legally participate in 
the nation. However, immigrants are expected to not only participate in a legal sense, 
they are also expected to participate in various social and cultural practices in order to be 
both legally and symbolically perceived as ‘Danish’. Along with the increasing support 
for Dansk Folkeparti [4], immigrants can be argued to in a greater extent be expected to 
assimilate into what is represented as ‘true Danishness’, without possibility to yield, or to 
negotiate the meaning of it. This was mentioned by the informant of the pilot interview of 
this project, as he claimed:  
 
    “I'm a part of the community I got a job and I got an education, you know I've Danish 
friends I have a Danish girlfriend. You know so I feel integrated but you know, basically 
sometimes some politicians mean by that is basically assimilation so, and the things that 
makes you, like you know your culture, your traditions, all that you have to just get rid of 
them, then you know, that's the only way you can be Danish” (Appendix 3, 11:4-9). 
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Requiring immigrants to assimilate can be seen as an attempt of the nation-state to 
eliminate perceived cultural differences by drawing on representations to which 
newcomers are expected to conform. However, there has recently been a reform that 
allows dual citizenships in Denmark, which has been noted as the possibility to “truly be 
a global Dane” by maintaining two nationalities as an “important part of your identity” 
[5]. Even though the reform seemingly allows individuals to step outside the categories of 
‘Danish’ and ‘non-Danish’, the nation-state can be argued to retain its power of 
individuals’ identities. These contemporary examples illustrate the aforementioned fact 
that national identities, and symbolic attachment to national communities remain 
dominant in the social and institutional order of the world. 
 
The question that follows is: which criteria can allow someone to be part of the Danish 
nation? According to the Danish regulations, foreign-born individuals are automatically 
granted citizenship if one of their parents is a Danish citizen [6].  If they however lack 
this legal entitlement, and are perceived to belong to a different nation, there are various 
requirements to be fulfilled in order to prove their qualification as ‘Danish’. These 
requirements involve “knowledge of the Danish society, history and culture”[7]. In this 
case, the attempt to ‘fit’ within a group is primarily dependent on the practices of the 
nation-state, since it can influence the process of personal identification, as well as the 
one of external categorisation. This leads to other questions relating to power relations: 
Why are some immigrants symbolically and culturally allowed to ‘pass’ as Danes, based 
merely on their legal (externally defined) membership in the national community, 
whereas others are not? Can someone be more ‘Danish’ than someone else? And on what 
basis? 
 
As our results have shown, the notions of ‘Danishness’ and ‘un-Danishness’ as binary 
opposites can be questioned, as people’s cultural identities are constructed out of 
multiple, situational and layered identifications. Having this in mind, one can argue that 
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the way ‘Danishness’ is perceived as a valid criteria for inclusion and exclusion, and how 
‘becoming Danish’ has become a requirement for integration, is highly problematic. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Globalisation can be seen to have generated new, transnational social fields. Despite the 
nation-state still being of significant importance, the social life has increasingly come to 
operate across borders. This is the case for most individuals in today’s global postmodern 
world, whether they have lived their lives in one or several places geographically. 
Accordingly, we have shown that the cultural identities of today’s individuals cannot be 
reduced to one or many nationalities, or to being so-called national hybrids. The ‘half-
Danish’ identity that is presented by the participants of our study, is to a great extent 
constructed by drawing on external categorisations from people and institutions in their 
environment. It has been argued that these individuals use and present their ‘half-Danish’ 
identity as a stable part of themselves, despite showing a complex set of 
multidimensional cultural belongings. As we see, cultural identities are constructed in 
interaction through positioning, and positions are made intelligible by drawing on 
meanings from various discourses. Thus, we can conclude that ‘culture’ always is present 
in interaction between individuals.  
However, as we have discussed, the conception of national and ethnic identities tend to 
dominate the way we talk about culture and cultural differences in the contemporary 
world of globalisation and increasing immigration. The case of the ‘half-Danish’ has 
revealed the problematic notion of ‘Danishness’. 
We have concluded that ‘Danishness’ is real only in the way it is represented and 
reproduced as real. It has been historically constructed, and is continuously reconstructed 
in political and everyday discourse. Shedding light on the complex and dynamic nature of 
cultural identification processes might illuminate and problematise these notions, which 
might contribute to new ways of perceiving what previously have been seen as the only 
‘truth’. However, in order to further grasp how ‘Danishness’ as a seemingly real thing is 
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used as a basis for categorisation and self-identification, we need to move beyond one 
single interaction and see the bigger picture, for example by taking in consideration 
histories of individuals and groups. People’s lives consist of numerous interactions in 
which the self is formed, and it is through narratives that they are made sense of as stable 
identities that are perceived and presented as ‘Danish’, ‘non-Danish’, or as modifications 
such as ‘half-Danish’. 
NOTES 
 
[1] “Psychologists who adopt this approach are mainly concerned with studying what we 
share with others. That is to say in establishing laws or generalizations” (Mcleod, 2007) 
www.simplypsychology.org/nomothetic-idiographic.html (Accessed on 20/11/15) 
[2] ‘Glocality’ has become more common when referring to processes of globalisation 
and localization without making a drastic distinction between the two, since they are 
perceived as relative terms and crucially interlinked (see Robertson R., European 
Glocalization in Global Context, 2014). The discourses we choose to call ‘glocal’ 
therefore relate to phenomena that refer to the world as ‘glocal’. 
[3] Dansk Folkeparti is a Danish political party with a strong nationalistic ideology. 
Among others, it also supports restrictive immigration policies. Read further here: 
http://www.denstoredanske.dk/Samfund,_jura_og_politik/Samfund/Danske_politiske_par
tier_og_bev%C3%A6gelser/Dansk_Folkeparti (Accessed on 10/12/15) 
 [4] Dansk Folkeparti recently received increased support from the public with a 21,1%: 
http://www.valg-2015.dk/valgresultat-valg-2015/ (Accessed on 14/12/15) 
[5] 'Now you can truly be global Danes' 
 http://www.thelocal.dk/20150902/now-you-can-truly-be-global-danes (Accessed 
14/12/15) 
[6] If one is born outside Denmark and the mother has a Danish nationality, they can 
automatically acquire the Danish citizenship. If the father has a Danish nationality and is 
married to the mother of the child, the child can acquire the Danish citizenship. The child 
needs to be under 18 and unmarried. If one was not born and has never lived in Denmark, 
the citizenship will be lost. https://www.nyidanmark.dk/da-dk/Ophold/permanent-
ophold/permanent-ophold.htm (Accessed 14/12/15) 
[7]New requirements regarding Danish nationality requirements: 
http://justitsministeriet.dk/sites/default/files/media/Arbejdsomraader/Statsborgerskab/Info
rmation%20ny%20aftale%20om%20indfoedsret%205%20oktober.pdf 
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